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4 U.S.C.A. § 4 (West 2002) (emphasis added

I. Background
A. The Revenue Rule
The Revenue Rule was first adopted in eighteenth century British courts. 7 Since then it has grown and developed into a method for "courts to decline to entertain[] suits or enforce [e] foreign tax judgments or foreign revenue laws." 8 damages" it should not be barred. 113 In this case, the court would not be interpreting foreign state's tax laws because "the RICO statute itself makes [the laws] relevant to that calculation." 114 Here, foreign sovereignties would not be asking our courts to interpret and enforce foreign laws; they are asking the courts to grant a judgment "from the violation of a United States statute." 115 The Revenue Rule's philosophy is embedded in refusing the "obligation to further the governmental interests of a foreign If the Revenue Rule cannot be limited in scope it should be abolished in its entirety. Though the rule is almost three hundred years old, 123 it does not specifically deny courts the right to hear foreign tax issues. 124 Though there is an argument that the United
States is unable to interpret the laws of foreign states. There is no evidence as to why "proving or interpreting foreign law would be any greater than in other civil suits involving foreign law." 125 Implementing certain court processes easily overcomes this argument. Foreign countries must provide experts as well as translated versions of the appropriate laws to be interpreted. Also they should provide experts to testify on the legitimacy of the law.
This poses an expensive burden on the foreign company, but if they are adamant in bringing claims for taxes, then this is not an impossible task. The foreign country's laws then become an issue of fact that must be proven before the case can proceed. Once proven, the United States courts are now qualified to interpret the laws and will proceed in the cases with adequate understanding of those foreign laws. This would not be too complicated to enforce in courts because "Federal Rule of Criminal Procedure 26.1 . . .
[sets] forth a procedure for interpreting foreign law that improves on those available at common law. For these reasons, an alternative to the revenue barring foreign RICO claims, these countries should seek the aid of the United States government to bring their cases.
III. Conclusion
With roots reaching back to the eighteenth century, the Revenue Rule has firmly situated itself in American jurisprudence. 
